verb):
(1) a. The sun melted the ice. b. The ice melted. (2) a. Someone bribed the bureaucrats.
b. Bureaucrats bribe easily.
K&R go on to argue that middle sentences, like 2b, are formed via movement in the syntax-whereas ergative sentences, like Ib, are formed via movement in the lexicon. Their arguments that ergatives must be intransitive throughout the syntactic component of the grammar are solid; e.g., ergatives feed lexical rules in ways that would be possible only if they were already intransitive in the lexicon. And ergatives behave in the syntax as though they are intransitive. K&R's arguments that middles must be transitive in DS also seem solid at first, although later work suggests that they are not. The reader might consider criticism of them irrelevant to this review, anyway-since B, like K&R, sees ergative formation as distinct from middle formation. However, more recent work by Hale & Keyser (1986 shows that both processes are the same thing grammatically. That is, so-called middles and so-called ergatives are two subclasses of a larger group, using a single grammatical mechanism. For the purposes of this review, I will look primarily at ergatives in B's sense, and will remark on middles only briefly.
A major part of K&R's article is their arguments that ergatives must start out as transitive in the lexicon. These arguments are the weakest point of an otherwise elegant article. Of course, this is the crucial point with respect to whether B is right that languages like English involve ergative movement (whether in the syntax or the lexicon).
The immediate question, given K&R's clear conclusion that ergatives in English are syntactically intransitive at all points in the syntactic component of the grammar, is this: what is the evidence that ergatives are ever transitive? That is, if we're going to turn them into intransitives in the lexicon, why not start with them as intransitives in the lexicon in the first place? K&R give five arguments that ergatives are originally transitive in the lexicon, and undergo a movement rule in the lexicon to produce an intransitive: (a) The putative Ergative Rule is productive. (b) The suffix -er cannot attach to an ergative verb to yield the sense of a theme argument, but only of an agent argument. Therefore, -er attachment must apply in the lexicon before the Ergative Rule.
(c) The trace of lexical movement in an ergative structure prevents lexical insertion of a cognate object.
(d) There insertion can apply with ergative intransitives, but not other intransitives, because the NP following the ergative verb in a there sentence appears where it is generated in the lexicon.
(e) The prefix re-can occur with ergative verbs, but not other intransitives, because it requires linking to an object NP (this requirement is satisfied for ergatives by the trace of the lexical movement). tachment must follow the putative Ergative Rule. Rather, 9-10 are what we should expect if both the transitive and the intransitive senses of stick are available to -er attachment. Certainly, both would be available to lexical rules if each were the direct result of the PCS associated with stick, as discussed above. Other examples like stick are grow (as in These new sugar snap peas sure are good growers) and, at least for some speakers, shine (as in Those newly polished shoes sure are good shiners, aren't they?)
Another example of an ergative verb that allows -er attachment, yielding a sense corresponding to that of the intransitive subject of the ergative pair, is grieve. Unlike stick, however, there is no agentive sense for griever (i.e., there is no sense corresponding to that of the transitive subject of the ergative pair):
(11) Mary's behavior grieves her mother.
Her mother grieved. (12) Mary's in the bathroom grieving away. (13) Mary can outgrieve anyone-she's the queen of widows. (14) She sure is a loud-grieving woman. (15) Mary is a griever if there ever was one. Why do most ergative verbs not allow -er attachment, yielding a sense corresponding to that of the intransitive subject of the ergative pair? This is another question and an interesting one; but clearly, it is not pertinent to the question of whether an Ergative Rule exists. I suggest, without having investigated the matter fully, that the attachment of -er has to do with our perception of the activeness of a GF subject as a participator in an event, rather than with theta roles. Thus people take a relatively active role in whether or not they grieve over something; so griever (as in 15) can have a sense corresponding to that of the subject of an intransitive. But pots, for example, do not typically take an active role in whether or not they break; so breaker cannot have a sense corresponding to that of the subject of an intransitive (??This pot sure is a breaker.) Note that being considered an active participant does not entail being an agent. Furthermore, many ergative verbs do not enter into an ergative pair, but exhibit only the intransitive member of the pair, e.g. arrive. (These are the verbs called 'unaccusatives' by Belletti 1986 , Hale & Keyser 1986 .) We do not easily attach -er to these verbs; but if we attempt it, the only sense we get corresponds to the person who arrives, not to someone who causes the arrival (as in, Who's the new arriver?) Again, this follows from the active nature of the participation of the person who arrives.
1.3. K&R's third argument involves the possibility of lexical insertion of an object at DS. The fact that verbs like sing can have what I call cognate objects (what they call 'derivative nominals'), but ergative verbs cannot, shows-they argue-that ergative verbs are followed by a trace (resulting from the putative lexical movement rule) which blocks lexical insertion of a cognate object:
(16) a. The man sang a song. b. *The ship sank a sinking. But K&R themselves follow Carlson & Roeper 1980 in saying that a verb like sing has an optional unmarked object position in its lexical structure. Thus sing has an NP object which can be optionally filled with a cognate object. But if sink, with a theme in GF subject position, is intransitive in its lexical structure, then it cannot have any kind of object, whether cognate or otherwise. That is, the ungrammaticality of 16b is easily explained if sink, with a theme in GF subject position, is strictly intransitive.
Note that cognate objects do not in fact occur with strictly intransitive verbs, but only with verbs that can take non-cognate objects as well. Thus 17a is not acceptable with a cognate object, because elapse is a strictly intransitive verb; but 17b-e are all right with either a cognate object or some other object: With this analysis, we will attribute the failure of there sentences with verbs like sing (noted by K&R and attributed to the fact that sing is not an ergative verb)-even when they have no object realized at DS-to the fact that sing is not a verb that functions primarily to establish the existence or presentation of its GF subject in the discourse or in some location (spatial or temporal). That is, we will avail ourselves of the traditional analysis of there sentences, which recognizes a semantic class of verbs as crucial to the appropriateness of there. Sing does not belong to the requisite semantic class (nor does cry, or many other verbs.) The ergatives and many other strict intransitives do, however.
We Certainly, the fact that non-ergative intransitives cannot take re-is indicative of something; but of what? The part of K&R's argument that calls for justification is the claim that re-requires linking to an object. Since re-has other requirements on its appearance, as 31-32 show, perhaps these other requirements-once properly understood-will naturally explain why non-ergative intransitives cannot occur with re-. I leave the question open, noting that it cannot be answered without a complete investigation of the requirements on the appearance of re-.
2. I conclude that ergative verbs in English are intransitive in both the lexicon and the syntax. They definitely act together as a class for certain kinds of rules, but they always behave as intransitive verbs. There is no evidence whatsoever that they are transitive at any point in the lexicon or syntax. With this analysis we can preserve some very important principles that K&R were forced to abandon.
First, and to my mind foremost, we can maintain the principle that syntactic structures must be established by syntactic arguments. Thus the thematic similarities between ergative pairs must be captured, not by a movement rule in the lexicon that leaves a trace (and hence affects syntactic structure), but rather by an investigation of PCS (cf. Guerssel).
Second , With an intransitive analysis of ergatives, we can limit the movement rules of the lexicon to word-formation rules, as in compound formation. These rules apply to words rather than to phrases (see Aronoff 1976) . Rules like the putative Ergative Rule should be disallowed on theoretical grounds, then, since such a rule moves a phrase rather than a word. I conclude not only that ergative verbs are intransitive at all points of the grammar in English, but also that it is theoretically unsound to analyse them as transitive at the lexical level.
3. We can now return to B's claim (28) that his ergative analysis, which involves movement, should hold for all languages. But Ergative movement is not found in English, in contrast to Italian. Thus we need to see where B went wrong. I believe the problem lies in what he proposes as a lexical principle (p. 185):
(35) -Os--A This means that, if a given verb does not assign a theta role to its GF subject slot, then it will not assign Accusative Case to its object. This lexical rule is a cornerstone for B's work. Let us see how.
3.1. To begin, we know from well-established principles that all NP's with a phonetic matrix must have Case. Therefore, if an NP is in a position where it will not receive Case, it must move to a position where it will receive Case; otherwise, the sentence will be ruled out by the Case Filter. This is the explanation for the obligatory nature of movement both in passive sentences and in Italian ergative sentences, and it is a well supported explanation.
However, as B notes, many (most?) ergative verbs come in pairs, where one member of the pair is transitive and thus assigns accusative Case to its object:
(36) a. L'artiglieria affondo due navi. 'The artillery sank two ships.' b. Due navi affondarono [t]. 'Two ships sank.' If affondare 'to sink' can assign Case to its object in 36a, why can't it assign Case to its object in 36b, and take some sort of dummy subject, with a result like 37? (37) *DUMMY affondo due navi.
The reading of 37 that is ungrammatical is that in which the ships sank, but no sense of an agent or instrument of that sinking is expressed. (Of course, 37 is good with the irrelevant reading 'S/he sank two ships.') It is because of the failure of sentences like 37 that B proposed the lexical principle of 35. That is, no theta role is assigned to the GF subject in the DS in 38; hence, by virtue of 35, the object will not receive Case:
] affondare [due navi]. But if the object in 38 does not receive Case, then it must either move, to yield 36b-or else the sentence fails, as in 37.
3.2. B himself seems uncomfortable with the lack of independent motivation for 35. He calls it a lexical principle, but he is careful to point out that it does not follow from any other principles of the grammar. However, I suggest that, though 35 often matches the data, it should not be admitted as a principle of grammar-not in Italian, English, or any other language.
One may think at first that 35 is indeed a principle of English. With such a principle, we can explain data like the following: A proponent of B's lexical principle might object to the above discussion, claiming that the speakers who don't get an idiomatic reading for 60 are aberrant: i.e., that all speakers SHOULD get an idiomatic reading for 60. Such a proponent might predict that unanalysable idioms must always be intransitive: the GF subject will not be theta-marked, no NP can call for accusative Case. This is false, however. The idiom in 62 is unanalysable, but it is clearly transitive: (62) Little pitchers have big ears.
Thus we must see the lack of theta-marking on a GF subject as divorced from Case-assigning properties of the relevant verb.
It is necessary, then, to reject the lexical principle in 35 on empirical grounds. But this lexical principle seems theoretically unsound in any case, because theta assignment and Case assignment are independent mechanisms which should not be linked in any way. (See also Davis 1986 , who shows that making theta assignment dependent on Case creates several serious problems.) 4. B has written an encyclopedic and insightful book on Italian syntax, and has successfully argued for a syntactic class of ergative verbs in Italian. However, it is clear that ergative verbs in at least some languages (such as English) form a semantic rather than syntactic class; in particular, they are not transitive at any point in their lexical or syntactic analysis. Thus B's work should not be taken as applying automatically to the analysis of verbs in other languages. It seems we are back to an old problem, but in a new form. There was a time when many linguists thoughtlessly extended syntactic analyses of English constructions to other languages. We seem to have finally learned not to do that. But now, perhaps, we are too ready to extend analyses of constructions in other languages to English (or whatever other languages we are looking at), without carefully considering the reverberations of those analyses, and without strong syntactic motivation.
I urge all syntacticians to follow B's example with respect to the work he has done on Italian-his arguments are clear and copious-and I applaud the goal of finding general principles that will hold for language after language. Unfortunately, B's lexical principle in 35 does not hold even for Italian. Ac-cordingly, Burzio's analysis of ergatives should not be extended to other languages without clear grammatical motivation in those languages, but should instead be considered an important step in the proper analysis of Italian grammar.
